AMERICA'S CAPITULATION IN THE WAR ON TERROR
The United States of America will enter the fourth year of its battle in the Iraqi theater of operations on March 19, 2006. Given the title "Operation Iraqi Freedom," to date it is the largest theater of operations in what the United States has characterized as a global war on terror.
Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF), which began on October 7, 2001, was the United States' first response to the attacks of September 11, 2001 . Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF) marked the opening of the second overseas battlefield in this global war on terror and the third battlefield overall. 1 The battle for Iraq began, as many do, after many months and even years of war, negotiations, sanctions, and threats. 2 As discussed below, when the first shots were fired on March 19, 2003, the majority of the nation and Congress were behind the President on the decision to invade Iraq and overthrow Saddam Hussein's regime.
The success of the invasion of Afghanistan and the quick overthrow of the Taliban so soon after the attacks of September 11, 2001 , had set the stage for an invasion of Iraq. The
American public seemed to understand that the battles ahead were extraordinarily important to the safety and security of the United States and the world. America had to be successful in the war on terror because to do nothing or to lose would enable the terrorists to attack the United
States again and again if they so chose. With each victory, the United States would continue to set the conditions for democracy to grow in the Middle East, bringing with it enhanced freedom and human rights. Victory in Iraq would be a continuation of a trend that began in Afghanistan which would pervade the rest of the Arab and Muslim world and carry on America's endeavors to make the world a safer place.
Failure was not an option that many truly believed was possible. The United States, the world's only true superpower, had the military might and economic wherewithal to destroy Saddam Hussein's military and effect a regime change. America could not stand by and therefore diminish its legitimacy as a world leader. The outcome of this global war and the battle for Iraq would have enormous implications on world order for decades to come.
Yet now the majority of Americans believe, in retrospect, that President George Bush was wrong to invade Iraq. 3 It seems that almost all of the Democrats in Congress oppose the operation and are calling for withdrawal, and most of the industrialized countries of the world are doing nothing to support the stabilization and reconstruction efforts there. Why did things change so rapidly?
This article will delve into the question of why have the American people, Members of Congress, and the press decided that the issues of stability and democracy in Iraq are not critical to the overall defeat of radical Islamic extremists and should America then capitulate in Iraq.
President George W. Bush labeled the overall conflict as a war on terror in his address before a joint session of Congress on September 20, 2001 . This speech, given soon after the attacks of September 11th, was meant to reassure the American people that the United States government was in control and was ready to respond to whoever had attacked us. 4 It was not long before the phrase "Global War on Terror" (GWOT) became commonplace. Security Council has "…an obligation to our citizens, we have an obligation to this body to see that our resolutions are complied with. We wrote 1441 not in order to go to war, we wrote 1441 to try to preserve the peace. We wrote 1441 to give Iraq one last chance. Iraq is not so far taking that one last chance. We must not shrink from whatever is ahead of us. We must not fail in our duty and our responsibility to the citizens of the countries that are represented by this body." 17 Despite Mr. Powell's arguments that it was time to force Iraq into compliance, the United Seemingly lost in the moment were the words of his speech. The President let the world know that day that he considered that the, "transition from dictatorship to democracy will take time, but it is worth every effort. Our coalition will stay until our work is done and then we will leave and we will leave behind a free Iraq. The battle of Iraq is one victory in a war on terror that began on September the 11th, 2001 and still goes on. … The war on terror is not over, yet it is not endless. We do not know the day of final victory, but we have seen the turning of the tide." 18 Although the President may not have believed the battle in Iraq would continue as long as it has, the warning of a potentially long war went out on that day. Those words were prophetic, probably much more than intended. However, most of the world did not pay any attention to the actual words as they were more caught up in the moment. That speech set the course from which the President has continually followed to the present, making only slight corrections in response to the public's attitude changes about the battle in Iraq.
It was not much later in the year when, as the ability of the insurgency to create havoc became very clear, members of Congress and the press began to speak out against the President and the course of the battle in Iraq. At first, the dissention came from those people who were either against opening a theater of operations in Iraq from the beginning, were for it as long as it was going to be a swift operation, or found that it served some personal political purpose to now oppose the operations in Iraq. Most of these people are calling for an immediate end to those operations, even though the effect on America's world standing and security would be in jeopardy.
However, after these initial protests to the course of the battle in Iraq, the momentum within the public at large to find fault with any aspect of the continuing battle grew. These members of Congress are almost all Democrats and, with few exceptions, voted against the resolution authorizing the President to go to war in Iraq. 21 The current trend by this group has been to point to those members of Congress who are veterans and are opposing the operations in Iraq as experts in the current operations. They are singled out by those who either share their points of view or are using them for their own agendas. This seems to be due to the idea that these veterans should instinctually know whether a war is going well or poorly because they are war veterans. Holding the opinions of a veteran of a different war to a higher level is a fundamental mistake. This remark is in no way meant to demean or diminish the veteran's service to their country. However, the experiences of a politician who served in the military or was actually in combat thirty or more years ago do not make that politician an expert on a war being fought today.
Indeed, once a politician wraps himself in that service and states that another politician was not there or didn't wear a uniform and therefore does not have the ability to lead during war, they have lost the credibility that that service has given them. Pennsylvania Congressman Admittedly, the only non-serious wounds are those that someone else receives and any type of wound received in action is, in the words of Stephen Crane, "a red badge of courage." 30 However, with that in mind, a wound that allows a service member to return to duty in a combat zone within seventy two hours cannot require more than sutures to close. The author could not find data on the number of service members that were returned to duty without evacuation after the seventy-two hour period.
In startling contrast to the above numbers, are those of active duty, non-combat deaths There are no easy ways to fight wars. The American public has become accustomed to the almost sterile destruction of the enemy by its aircraft and missiles. Additionally, the United
States was very fortunate that in the first Gulf War, Bosnia, and the Balkans there were very few casualties taken. Intertwined with both of these is the never-ending hangover from Vietnam has left the public with no taste for any casualties.
The Bush administration has a policy of no body counts when dealing with the enemy.
However, this is a one-sided policy. The listing of American casualties has become a daily part of the media's reporting. When "milestones" of casualty numbers are reached, usually in blocks of five hundred, the media and those who oppose the operations in Iraq, use the occasion to attempt to show that it is proof the operations are failing.
The time has passed where an enemy can so shape the will of the American people that it will capitulate or surrender to that enemy. However, Clausewitz's "remarkable trinity" 31 dealing with relationship among the people, the military, and the government does still apply with regard to how long the American people will allow their government to prosecute a war. Clausewitz warned that each part of the trinity must be taken into effect when determining how and whether the United States can achieve its strategic goals. It is bad policy to ignore any one part of the trinity.
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For example, military actions -positive and negative -impact the American people's views of the war, its legitimacy, and whether progress is being made. Military actions also affect the Government's responses and actions, and the peoples' reactions. These all impact on the national will and are constantly interacting among themselves.
The United States has become a nation addicted to twenty-four hours a day news shows.
How they perceive an issue is tied to how it is presented in the news. This has led to the press having an increasingly important role in shaping American will with regard to issues before them.
The press' ability to shape opinion in regard to the battle in Iraq is powerful. A roadside bomb's destruction can be seen minutes after it explodes. A Marine shooting a wounded Iraqi in a mosque will be replayed many times. If the story is being shaped to show that the military is failing, the press only has to show a destroyed neighborhood. If the press was even-handed, this would not be an issue as the good would be shown with the bad. However, that does not seem to be the case. If the assumption that Iraq has become either a breeding ground or magnet for extremists and the stated goal of the re-establishment of the caliphate by Al Qaeda and individuals who are sympathetic to their cause is true, the question then must be asked whether this is necessarily a bad situation for the United States.
There does not seem to be much doubt that the extremists are a small but very violent group of Muslims. The same speaker mentioned above put the number at one to two onethousandths of the Muslim population of one billion, two hundred million. The actual percentage is probably higher among the male Muslim population as the majority of the extremists are males. These extremists will move to the fight wherever it is and will not stop fighting until they are killed or the caliphate is secure. This is an enemy without conscience --and they cannot be appeased. If we were not fighting and destroying this enemy in Iraq, they would not be idle. They would be plotting and killing Americans across the world and within our own borders. By fighting these terrorists in Iraq, Americans in uniform are defeating a direct threat to the American people. Against this adversary, there is only one effective response: We will never back down. We will never give in. And we will never accept anything less than complete victory. your enemy he will simply go away is more of a hope than a reality.
How much of a cost America is willing to pay and the decision on whether that cost is justified, is for the American public to make. At the end of the day, through elections and polling, the American public will make themselves heard. Whether they have a firm understanding of the significant stakes involved will be debated endlessly. This action is not as bold and audacious as it may seem at first glance. Congressional leaders in the United States have called for just such a timeline for over a year now. This is the "exit strategy" that they have hounded the president for. The international community, which is as dependent on Middle East oil as the United States, will have to put rhetoric aside and replace it with action.
The Iraqi people will no longer be able to view the United States as an occupier of their country and will have to decide which direction they want to go. They can choose to isolate themselves with a totalitarian government or continue down the road to a form of democracy.
Many have cited a part of the "Powell Doctrine" that states that if "you break it, you bought it," 38 when it comes to United States involvement in another country. In other words, if you occupy a failed state, you are stuck with the difficult, costly, and lengthy task of nation-building.
The argument can be made that the United States "broke" Iraq when she invaded in March 2003 to effect the regime change written about above. If you continue with that theme, the question remains as to how many times you have to pay for the same item. America has spent hundreds of billions of dollars and many of her sons and daughters in Iraq after Saddam
Hussein was removed from power. The debt has been paid; it's time to move on.
Endnotes always make war a remarkable trinity--composed of primordial violence, hatred, and enmity, which are to be regarded as a blind natural force; of the play of chance and probability within which the creative spirit is free to roam; and of its element of subordination, as an instrument of policy, which makes it subject to reason alone. The first of these three aspects mainly concerns the people; the second the commander and his army; the third the government. The passions that are to be kindled in war must already be inherent in the people; the scope which the play of courage and talent will enjoy in the realm of probability and chance depends on the particular character of the commander and the army; but the political aims are the business of government alone. These three tendencies are like three different codes of law, deep-rooted in their subject and yet variable in their relationship to one another. A theory that ignores any one of them or seeks to fix an arbitrary relationship between them would conflict with reality to such an extent that for this reason alone it would be totally useless. Our task therefore is to develop a theory that maintains a balance between these three tendencies, like an object suspended between three magnets." 32 Ibid.
